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“OOo! I want that!”
An Examination of











Open source software has been growing in acceptance and use over the past decade. Recent work explores the criteria that
organizations use in deciding whether to adopt open source software.  However, little research has been done to understand
the adoption decision from the perspective of the individual.
This paper examines the factors that impact individual adoption of open source software.   Specifically, it looks at the
OpenOffice.org (“OOo”) office productivity software suite and explores the curious phenomenon that this application, which
is  available  to  users  for  free,  is  not  widely  in  use;  instead,  the  market  continues  to  be  dominated  by  products  that  cost
hundreds of dollars.  The paper adopts a qualitative approach to examining the issue, using interpretive content analysis to
analyze online texts of potential users’ own comments about OpenOffice.org software.   A cognitive map is generated to shed
light upon individual adopters’ explicit and implicit beliefs about adopting OpenOffice.org.
Keywords
Open source software, adoption, diffusion of innovations, office productivity software, content analysis, cognitive mapping,
grounded theory, OpenOffice
INTRODUCTION
Over the last decade, open source software gained considerable prominence and credibility as a viable option to commercial
proprietary software.  Large corporations such as IBM, Apple, Cisco, and Oracle have undertaken major initiatives to
promote the development and usage of open source software (Feller and Fitzgerald 2000, Gallivan 2001). Increasingly, open
source software is becoming an international phenomenon as a growing number of developing and third world countries,
especially in Asia and Africa, believe that it can help bridge the digital divide (Schenker 2004).  Open source software, or
simply “open source” or “OSS”, is generally defined as:  “a program in which the source code is available to the general
public for use and/or modification from its original design free of charge, i.e., ‘open’.”  In practice, open source software is
not always free of charge.  What must be “free”, according to the open source licensing agreements, is the ability to use and
modify the source code of the software and to redistribute the software.   The open source business model also encourages the
development of associated applications, services, training, and support, all of which can be sold for profit.
Probably the most popular open source program is Linux, a UNIX-based operating system that is available for free download
and redistribution via the GNU Public License.  In the first years after its development, systems based on Linux appeared to
be attractive only to those who were very tech-savvy; however, Linux has recently gained wider attention among both
individual and commercial users.  Today, OSS extends beyond operating systems to include other software applications and
programming tools; some even argue that OSS provides “the backbone of the Internet” because of the widespread use of
Apache HTTP software for web servers.  Many individual and commercial users make daily use of open source systems or
applications, although in the case of Apache, Sendmail, and other Internet functions, they may have limited ability to make
that decision.
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The growth of the OSS movement has attracted considerable interest from the IS academic community.  However, a majority
of the research adopts a development perspective by examining the open source movement or explores organizational
adoption of OSS (usually Linux).   As awareness and use of OSS increases, factors that influence individual adoption of OSS
require closer examination.  In addition, software other than Linux also needs to be studied in the adoption and diffusion
context.   Therefore, this paper seeks to address a gap in the literature; we explore the open-source software adoption decision
as it is made by the individual and demonstrate issues that may have been overlooked.
So, when an average individual is free to make an adoption decision about OSS, how does he or she go about it? To answer
that  question,  we  would  wish  to  increase  the  sample  size  by  eliminating  from  consideration  those  OSS  that  might  be
perceived as  too  technical  challenging (i.e.  an  operating  system like  Linux)  or  would  appeal  to  only  a  small  group  (i.e.  a
programming tool like Perl).  By doing this, we can isolate instances where the perceived cost of the adoption might be
expected to carry significant weight, since the technical considerations are reduced.     A large potential base of OSS adopters
exists in the millions of people who make daily use of the main tools in office productivity software suites, such as the word
processing, spreadsheet, and presentation software components of Microsoft “Office” and Corel’s “WordPerfect Office”.
This large group of individuals has a need for the software, knowledge of its capabilities, and daily experience with its use.
The two most well-known open-source office suites are “Star Office” and the suite known as “OpenOffice” (or
“OpenOffice.org”, or “OOo”1),  although  only  OpenOffice  remains  truly  “free”.   Installation  and  use  of  a  new  software
application is something that many individual users have done, so extreme levels of technical know-how may not be a
perceived barrier to adopting OOo.   Thus, examining the OpenOffice.org suite gives us an opportunity to investigate
individual adoption decisions and why a product that is free of charge would attract only miniscule market share compared to
alternatives that cost hundreds of dollars.
An overview of the current versions of office suite products, their prices, and their estimated market share appears below.
Product Retail Price 2  Upgrade Price Estimated  Market Share 3
Microsoft “Office 2003” professional edition $499 $329
Microsoft “Office 2003”standard edition $399 $239
90%
Corel “WordPerfect Office X3” professional edition $399.99 $259.99
Corel “WordPerfect Office X3” standard edition $299.99 $159.99
<10%
Sun “StarOffice 8” $99.95 N/A <1%
OpenOffice.org “OpenOffice.org 2” Free Free <1%
Other lesser-known free office suites Free Free <1%
Table 1.  Price Comparison and Estimated Market Share of Office Productivity Software Suites 4
1 The volunteer community that supports OpenOffice is called OpenOffice.org (abbreviated as OOo).   Advocates consider
the product and the project so inseparable that the OOo moniker is used for both.
2 Pricing is as posted on vendors’ web sites, for single-user prepackaged licenses, exclusive of volume discounts or other
offers, as of February 2006.  Discounts of $10-20 for “downloaded” licenses are available for some products.
3 Market share estimated by comparing Gartner Group data (2003) and various industry articles from 2003 to early 2006.
4 Only the standard editions of the proprietary office suites were compared with OOo, because these have similar
components.  OpenOffice includes Writer, Calc, and Impress, which are comparable to and (continued on next page)
compatible with Microsoft Word, Excel, and PowerPoint, respectively.  At the time of this analysis, OOo did not include a
database program comparable to Microsoft Access, although one has been added recently.   OOo also includes features that
the proprietary packages do not have.   The professional editions appear in Table 1 because market share estimates aggregate
both standard and professional editions into one measurement.  An exhaustive evaluation of the relative merits of these
various applications is beyond the scope of this paper; industry reviews are widely available on the Internet.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Several research streams within IS clearly relate to technology adoption decisions, and these serve as the initial inspiration
for the examination of the OOo adoption data.  Since the methodological foundation for this exploratory research is
Grounded Theory, the initial literature review served to only inform the researchers and suggest initial codes.  As codes
emerged in the examination of the data, other sources were reviewed for additional insights.
Traditionally, research that seeks to explain the adoption of technology innovations refers to the “Diffusion of Innovations”
(DOI) approach (Rogers 1962).  Rogers identified “relative advantage”, “compatibility”, “complexity”, “trialability”, and
“observability of results” as the main criteria with which potential adopters make their decisions.  Another essential
component of DOI is the examination of the process through which potential adopters become aware of the innovation and
acquire enough knowledge to make an adoption decision.   While Rogers’ initial work focused on individuals’ adoption
decisions, subsequent research has extended these criteria to organizational decisions about technology adoption (Fichman
and Kemerer 1999).  Such organizational decisions are relevant to individual OSS adoption because management may
prevent employees from installing additional software on company-owned computers.    Other researchers have contributed
economic criteria, including network externalities (Katz and Shapiro 1986), sunk costs (Keil, Truex and Mixon 1995), and
resource availability (Kwon and Zmud 1987).    These and other adoption constructs apply to individual OSS adoption
because individuals may experience uncertainty about total costs, the effort required, and fear of being the “minority”.
A detailed collection and exposition of these factors appears in Hovav, Patnayakuni, and Schuff (2004), where an integrated
model incorporates concepts from both the traditional diffusion perspective and the economic perspective.  Their framework
also includes the notion of “partial adoption” of a new technological standard, in which more than one standard may coexist;
similarly, simultaneous coexistence can occur in office suite software adoption, where an individual may have both
proprietary and open source applications available for use.  Research into adoption of open-source software has focused on
identifying reasons for managers’ rejection of it, including perceived lack of technical support and perceived incompatibility
with other applications (Goode 2005). It would seem reasonable that similar lack of information may impact the individual
OSS adoption decision but that is not yet clear.
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis 1989) and its extensions can also  inform the current investigation.  The model
describes “perceived ease of use” and “perceived usefulness” as constructs that may predict the intent of a user to make use
of a newly-introduced technology.  TAM has been extended several times, showing, for example, that there are antecedents,
such as control, intrinsic motivation, and emotion, to perceived ease of use (Venkatesh 2000) and that other personal
characteristics may be illustrative (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis and Davis 2003). For this research, the “effort expectancy” (or
perceived ease of use) and “performance expectancy” (or perceived usefulness) constructs lend useful insight into the
“observability of results” construct from DOI and the voluntariness of use and social factors may also emerge as codes.
Open-source software has received a considerable amount of attention among IS researchers.  However, a majority of the
research adopts a development perspective:  it  examines the organization, mechanisms, motivations of contributors, etc. that
sustain the open source movement (Kavanagh 2004, Markus, Manville and Agres 2000, Ousterhout 1999).  Other research
explores organizational adoption of OSS, in particular the adoption of Linux (Goode 2005, Kshetri 2004).  Kshetri (2005)
assesses Linux according to Rogers’ DOI dimensions and suggests appropriate interpretations of those dimensions for open
source adoption.  However, both the Goode and Kshetri research examine Linux; therefore their assessments may not be fully
applicable to the adoption of OOo, which is likely to be less technologically intimidating to potential users.  As awareness
and use of open source software increases, factors that influence individual adoption of OSS require closer examination.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This paper seeks to explore and identify factors that influence individual decisions about adopting open-source software.
Specifically, we examine the OpenOffice.org office productivity suite and explore the curious phenomenon that this free-of-
charge application does not command a substantial portion of market share.  The aim is to discover what additional features
might further encourage open-source adoption and what barriers may prevent individual open-source adoption.
METHODOLOGY
A key criterion for our research is to identify individuals who are free to adopt OpenOffice and who then make their decision
whether to adopt.  Surveying groups of individuals to determine whether they know of OpenOffice and whether they have
adopted it could unveil useful insights; however, given that less than three percent of office-suite users have adopted OOo,
the sample that would be required to obtain statistically valid results would likely be prohibitive.   Creating “scenarios” about
 860
Kelley et al. “OOo! I want that!”
Proceedings of the Twelfth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Acapulco, Mexico August 04th-06th 2006
OOo and then questioning participants about their likelihood of adoption may result in insight about “intention to adopt”, but
would not necessarily reflect an answer to the question about actual adoption.   Conducting an experiment in which
individuals were given a treatment (exposure to information about OOo) and then observed to see if they do adopt would
require an extensive longitudinal analysis.  More importantly, however, it is not clear from the existing research (that focuses
on Linux and/or on adoption within an organization) that all of the variables that impact individual adoption of OOo have
been identified. Therefore, an exploratory method may be useful to identify missing constructs and also to confirm those
demonstrated by DOI and TAM.   Such constructs may prove useful for future surveying or experimentation and subsequent
quantitative analysis.
The Grounded Theory (GT) methodology is an inductive one which seeks to explain a research situation through a systematic
examination of qualitative data (Glaser and Strauss 1967).  There are no preconceived variables or hypotheses in GT work.
The data is allowed to “speak for itself” and to reveal an understanding of the underlying phenomenon.   A typical source of
data for GT research would be a transcript of an interview in which the interviewee reveals his or her own experiences of the
phenomenon  of  interest.   The  GT  researcher  would  then  examine  this  text  in  an  organized  fashion,  perhaps  with  the
assistance of a computerized tool.  Any literature that the researcher may have read previously would be used to inform the
examination of the data, by helping to identify “codes” that summarize key concepts.  From these codes, an explanatory
network of relationships is developed, which can ultimately lead to a rich explanation of the phenomenon of interest. The
process is iterative, continuing until a saturation point is reached and no further insights or relationships emerge from
additional data. Traditional GT would finish here, with a write-up of the results. Because of its inductive approach and its
ability to structure large amounts of qualitative data, Grounded Theory is particularly suited to theory development when
there is only a limited amount of previous research on which to build, or when the previous research is inconclusive.  It  is
also well-suited to the study of new phenomena, where the scope of the research questions and the potential answers to them
are not well defined.
As shown in the literature review and in the discussion above, the frame for open-source adoption research is one of those
loosely-structured areas where multiple explanations exist.  There is also very little quantitative data available to answer
questions about adoption of open source software, since sales of a free product cannot be measured in dollars and the number
of downloads is not necessarily indicative of adoption.   This makes a qualitative investigation a good choice for initial
research into individual adoption of OSS.
Because OSS may not generate a significant revenue stream for the developer, frequently there is no extensive marketing of
the product.   Information about the availability of an open source alternative mostly spreads by “word of mouth”. Informal
polling of our colleagues suggested that the majority of IS professors do not even know of the existence of OOo, nor that it
includes components that are comparable to and compatible with the components of Microsoft Office.   So it was key that we
identify individuals that do know about OpenOffice.
As described above, a typical source of data for this type of content analysis would be transcripts of interviews, although
other texts can be used.   For this paper, we used individuals’ postings about OpenOffice that are publicly available on the
Internet, since participating in such discussions presupposes a knowledge of the existence of OOo.  Several potential sources
for these postings were evaluated; most were rejected due to lack of significant data or implicit bias.
DATA AND PRELIMINARY RESULTS
The  source  that  was  eventually  explored  is  known  as  “Google  Groups”.    Its  roots  are  in  the  original  “Usenet”,  a  set  of
millions of messages posted to electronic bulletin boards (or “newsgroups” or “forums”) for about 20 years.  Before email
became so easy and ubiquitous, dedicated computer users were using Usenet forums to discuss a wide variety of recreational
and personal topics, including computer usage.  The forums sometimes had obscure-sounding names and users generally had
to be rather tech-savvy to know how to read and post messages.  However, in the mid 1990s, posting and reading messages in
these newsgroups became much more intuitive and popular.    Google has since incorporated the original Usenet messages
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Retrieving  messages  from  Google  Groups  is  just  as  easy,  and  sometimes  just  as  exasperating,  as  performing  a  standard
Google search:  the returned results are often much more information than a person can digest.  Initial search results were
impressive, but overwhelming; over 10,500 matches for the phrase “open office” were found, but many were irrelevant or
contained only minimal references to OOo.   Further examination of the messages helped to identify several threads that
seemed promising, e.g., when one person asked a question about OpenOffice.org and then received multiple responses.
Here is a sample message:
Subject: What are your thoughts on Open Office
I am considering the change to Linux, prompted by the "Open Office” software that is available.  I  would like to
hear the thoughts of those who are using this package and of those who decided against it.  I am currently attached at
the  hip  to  the  entire  MSOffice  suite,  especially  Word,  Excel,  PPoint  with  a  touch of  Access  and FrontPage.  It  is
important (critical) that I can share files with MS users. Any insight would be of great help.
Such messages, and the subsequent replies to them, yield shorthand “codes” with which we can interpret the explicit and
implicit needs of this potential adopter.  For example, a code such as “interoperability with Microsoft applications” would be
assigned to a portion of this message, where the poster indicates that he must share files with Microsoft users.  Other less-
obvious  codes  emerge  as  well.   In  this  sample,  we  learn  that  this  person  believes  changing  to  Linux  is  connected  to  the
availability of OOo and may not realize that he can try out or use OOo on a Windows platform.  So we may use codes that
arise from DOI constructs, such as “limited trialability” or “OOo dependence on Linux” to further understand what potential
adopters are thinking.
Six such threaded discussions, containing a total of 215 initial questions and replies, have been gathered.  The messages were
copied from Google Groups and pasted into a word processing document. The data was then “scrubbed” to remove redundant
and irrelevant information from the original messages. For example, names and email addresses were removed. Occasional
expletives or insults, signature lines, and in-line quotations of previous messages were also deleted.  This resulted in 79 pages
of usable textual data.
Next, the text was imported into ATLAS.ti, a computer software program that facilitates the interactive coding techniques of
Strauss and Corbin (1990). According to this approach, the researchers (coders) immerse themselves in the data and let
concepts (categories) emerge from the context. As recurring concepts emerged, codes were created to represent specific
meanings along with the researchers’ comments, which allowed the researchers to return and verify that the codes have
captured the real meaning within the specific context. Two coders worked independently at first, but then collaborated to
cross-check their interpretations of the text.  Close attention was paid to markers like emoticons and other devices that would
suggest that sarcasm or hyperbole was being employed and that statements should not be taken literally.  Thus, the focus of
the approach is to make explicit the beliefs and perceptions that may be implicit within the expressions of the individuals.
Statistical inferences cannot be considered in this qualitative interpretation.  For example, it is useless to try to make
calculations to support statements like “since graphics support arises more often than database support, potential adopters
care more about graphics support”.   But it is important when interpreting such content to recognize that while beliefs
emanate from individual users, they can also be understood at an aggregate level, especially once the “saturation point” is
reached.  The online forum itself, as well as other social distribution channels, allows for the probability that the combined
individual mental models can represent a group’s collective mental model (Carley 1997).
An ATLAS.ti screenshot, showing early coding of a discussion thread is shown below:
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Figure 1. ATLAS.ti screenshot
DISCUSSION
Once all possible codes were identified and a level of “saturation” was reached, relationships were assigned among the codes.
For example, an “is-a” relationship was assigned between the codes “instability” and “relative disadvantage” because
instability is a type of disadvantage that a potential OOo adopter might encounter.   When all the relationships were assigned,
ATLAS.ti was used to generate the following two-dimensional network representing users’ perceptions of issues related to
the adoption of OOo:
In the map, concepts are represented as “nodes” that are linked to each other and grouped under five major “themes” or high-
level codes, which include relative advantages, relative disadvantages, usefulness, uncertainty, and individual characteristics.
Relative advantage contains many of the original DOI and TAM constructs, including compatibility, costs, trialability, and
ease of use. Relative disadvantage became its own high-level code as a complement to relative advantage, in order to
demonstrate the many perceived potential downsides to adopting OOo.  Plus or minus signs denote the positive or negative
value users attribute to OOo for nodes grouped under “relative advantage” and “relative disadvantage”, respectively.
Many users advocated the adoption of OpenOffice.org by describing how they found it useful for their daily business or
personal use and that it was a compelling alternative to other products largely because of the cost effectiveness.
Understandably, users constantly compared OOo with other products with respect to attributes that include features, design,
cost, availability, compatibility, and speed.  For example, two prominent advantages of OpenOffice.org are its cost
effectiveness and availability. Among the relative disadvantages are attributes such as possibly inferior features, task
incompatibility, and instability.  However, some of these attributes are controversial (denoted by the +/- sign) because users
argue with each other regarding whether an attribute should be considered as advantage or disadvantage. For example, one
user complained about the bundling of OOo applications, while others argued that it is a common software development
practice that allows code-sharing among applications.
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Figure 2. Perceptual Map
Usefulness emerged as a separate theme to help demonstrate the many components of usefulness that were perceived as
important.  For example, the type of tasks that the software would do (business tasks vs. personal needs) and the location
where  the  software  would  be  used  (at  the  office,  or  home,  or  on  vacation)  apparently  made  a  difference  to  the  potential
adopters.   Some users mentioned that they use OpenOffice as a backup solution in case they had problems with Microsoft
Office – a suggestion that “partial adoption” may be a useful construct for further research.  One user suggested that OOo is
particularly useful as an emergency solution by recalling a business trip during which his Microsoft Office crashed and OOo
was a “life saver”:  he didn’t have his Microsoft Office installation CDs with him on the trip, but he could download Open
Office.org for free from almost anywhere.   Thus, “ubiquity” may be a part of an adopter’s satisfaction with the software and
may be a point that he might use to “evangelize” to other potential users about the benefits of using OpenOffice.  Similarly,
an employee who has this experience with or knowledge of the “ubiquity” of OOo may use it to “sell” the idea to his
organization.
Even though many users considered OOo as useful, even superior, in supporting their personal or business needs, adopting it
was associated with a great amount of uncertainty, so uncertainty also emerged as a theme under which codes could be listed.
Individuals could not predict how much effort and expense would be required to learn to use the software and adapt it to their
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workplace.  Lack of a critical mass was perceived as another hindrance for adoption. As one user commented, “…personaly I
dont use Office much, but when other fellows give u data in Excel there is only so much you can do!” Users also expected the
development of OOo to continue and improve in a comparable way with other alternative products;  they did not believe that
updates would occur faster than the  standard release schedule of proprietary office suites, as open source proponents often
claim.
Finally, many users related their adoption of OOo to their individual characteristics. There was a noticeable anti-Microsoft
sentiment expressed throughout the threaded discussions, with flagrant use of sarcasm and invective.  In addition, some
posters suggested that personal preferences, knowledge, and skills would be important factors for themselves or others to
consider in making an adoption choice.
CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
This qualitative investigation was designed to elicit explicit and implicit beliefs from individuals about their OSS adoption
choices.  Specific focus is placed on their decisions about using OOo and the various criteria that impact these decisions,
including product features, interoperability with operating systems, and individual characteristics.   The many features of
proprietary and open-source software were so varied (and in some cases, disputed) that they were separated into “relative
advantage” and “relative disadvantage” for clarity.  It would appear that arguments for the superiority of certain products will
continue as new features emerge and developers position their offerings to appeal to various markets.
Of particular note is the elicitation of “partial adoption” as a concept, confirming a phenomenon discussed in Hovav et al.
(2004).  Also, we identified “ubiquity” as an advantage that free OSS has not capitalized upon:  users can reinstall or upgrade
their software at any time, without need for installation CDs, license registration keys, etc.  This advantage of OSS may be a
doorway through which individual adopters may convince their organizations that an application like OpenOffice is worthy
of consideration.  Similarly, “uncertainty” appears to carry enough importance that OSS communities may find it more cost-
effective to focus their limited marketing efforts more on reducing uncertainty than on promoting features.  The communities
may, for example, choose to emphasize the size of their installed base or make guarantees that future costs will not escalate.
Also, the “individual characteristics” codes, including “anti-Microsoft sentiment” that emerged, may yield some suggestions
to those who are looking to extend TAM to explore individual characteristics in technology acceptance.
Thus, theoretical contributions of this work include insights that may be of use to developers and marketers of both
traditional and open-source software. Also, methodological contributions include the application of computer-based
interpretive content analysis to research in technology adoption.
Current limitations of this study include its implicit bias in examining an English-language online forum which is most likely
populated with messages that are mostly from United States residents.   Differences may well exist between potential
adopters in the USA and those in other areas of the world.  For example, where software piracy rates are high, the perceived
relative value of free software may be diminished.    Content analysis may also be extended to include, for example, word
counts and other quantitative measures.  These extensions were not attempted in the current study.
As stated above, traditional grounded theory would conclude with a write-up of the results.  However, this research stream
will be continued.  A possible next step is to operationalize some of the newer concepts and develop traditional hypotheses
about them.  Work is continuing to integrate several perspectives to further address the questions about OSS adoption and
diffusion to create a true multi-method perspective of this interesting phenomenon.
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